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Abstract 
In the 20 years since its inception, the EPPM has attracted much empirical support. Currently, and 
unsurprisingly given that is a model of fear-based persuasion, the EPPM’s explanatory utility has 
been based only upon fear-based messages. However, an argument is put forth herein, which draws 
upon existing evidence, that the EPPM may be an efficacious framework for explaining the 
persuasive process and outcomes of emotion-based messages more broadly when such messages are 
addressing serious health topics. For the current study, four different types of emotional appeals 
were purposefully devised and included a fear, an annoyance/agitation, a pride, and a humour-based 
message. All messages addressed the serious health issue of road safety, and in particular the risky 
behaviour of speeding. Participants (N = 551) were exposed to only one of the four messages and 
subsequently provided responses within a survey. A series of 2 (threat: low, high) x 2 (efficacy: 
low, high) analysis of variance was conducted for each of the appeals based on the EPPM’s 
message outcomes of acceptance and rejection. Support was found for the EPPM with a number of 
main effects of threat and efficacy emerging, reflecting that, irrespective of emotional appeal type, 
high levels of threat and efficacy enhanced message outcomes via maximising acceptance and 
minimising rejection. Theoretically, the findings provide support for the explanatory utility of the 
EPPM for emotion-based health messages more broadly. In an applied sense, the findings highlight 
the value of adopting the EPPM as a framework when devising and evaluating emotion-based 
health messages for serious health topics. 
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Extending the explanatory utility of the EPPM beyond fear-based persuasion 
Acknowledging that major causes of death, such as smoking and road crashes, are 
preventable (Peden et al., 2004; WHO, 2011), health advertising campaigns play an important role 
in attempting to persuade individuals to adopt healthier and safer behaviours. Within the health 
advertising context there has been a long-standing reliance upon fear-based persuasion (Job, 1988; 
Tay & Watson, 2002). This reliance is underpinned by the fact that fear has been long recognised as 
a powerful motivator of human behaviour (Dillard, 1994). Fear, as an aversive affective state, is a 
state that individuals are highly motivated to avoid (Donovan & Henley, 2003). Thus, when used as 
a persuasive strategy the implication is that experiencing such an aversive affect will motivate 
individuals to undertake action to improve their current situation, most desirably, in the direction of 
the specific recommendations espoused within a persuasive message (Maddaux & Rogers, 1983; 
Witte & Allen, 2000). Given this reliance, it is unsurprising that substantial theoretical and 
empirical evidence, including meta-analytical reviews, has amassed over the previous six decades1 
to explain the persuasive process and outcomes of fear-based persuasion (e.g., Boster & Mongeau, 
1984; Dillard, 1994; Higbee, 1969; Job, 1988; Mongeau, 1998; Ray & Wilkie, 1970; Sternthal & 
Craig, 1974; Sutton, 1982; Witte, 1998; Witte & Allen, 2000). More recently, Witte’s (1992) 
Extended Parallel Process Model has featured prominently in investigations of fear-based 
persuasion (Witte, 1998 reviews the relative strengths and weaknesses of the available frameworks).  
The Extended Parallel Process Model  
The Extended Parallel Process Model, or the EPPM, represents the most contemporary 
model of fear-based persuasion (Witte, 1992). The EPPM posits that an individual’s response to a 
threat-based message involves two distinct cognitive appraisals (Witte, 1992). The first appraisal, 
threat appraisal, relates to the degree to which the message is perceived as threatening (i.e., how 
susceptible an individual believes they are to the threat and how severe the consequences would be 
                                                            
1 Janis and Feshback’s 1953 experiment relating to dental hygiene has been credited as the first empirical study of the 
fear-persuasion relationship.  
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should the threat occur).  If the individual perceives that they are personally vulnerable and the 
threat is severe, a second appraisal, coping appraisal, occurs whereby the individual considers 
whether the message provides effective and useful strategies (i.e., termed ‘response efficacy’), and 
whether they believe that they possess the ability to enact such strategies (i.e., termed ‘message self-
efficacy’) to help avoid/reduce the threat (Witte, 1992, 1994). In other words, the extent to which an 
individual feels fearful in response to the message’s threat (as a result of the first appraisal), 
determines whether they are motivated to continue processing the message. In turn, the coping 
appraisal determines the nature of an individual’s response to a message and whether they initiate 
adaptive (danger control) or maladaptive (fear control) processes which correspond to message 
acceptance and message rejection respectively (Witte, 1992, 1994). Of note also, the EPPM assigns 
a more significant role to the emotion of fear than some of the EPPM’s theoretical predecessors 
(Witte, 1992, Witte & Allen, 2000). In the EPPM, the emotion of fear is posited to, if threat is 
considered relevant and severe, ensure ongoing processing of the message and, efficacy will 
determine whether an individual seeks to control the threat (danger control) or control the fear (fear 
control) (Witte, 1992; Witte & Allen, 2000). Thus, the emotion of fear may be considered important 
for individuals’ attention and functioning to ensure ongoing processing.  
 Consistent with the tenets of the EPPM, and supported by empirical evidence, the advice 
which has been provided to practitioners of health advertising when they may be considering 
utilising fear-based approaches has been to ensure that high levels of both threat and efficacy are 
included in order to promote attitudinal, intentional, and/or behavioural change (Witte & Allen, 
2000, p. 604). According to Witte and Allen (2000), to provide further support for the EPPM (and 
support for the EPPM relative to other fear-persuasion frameworks), studies are needed which 
assess the outcome of message rejection and which seek to understand more about the persuasive 
role and outcomes of other types of emotion (e.g., anger, irritation, disgust). The current study will 
address both of these aspects and, in particular, will examine whether the EPPM may have 
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explanatory utility beyond the fear-based health communication context and for emotion-based 
health messages more broadly.  
Witte and Allen’s (2000) suggestion to explore other emotions was most likely referring to 
other emotions evoked as unintended or unexpected responses to a fear-based message (see Dillard 
et al., 1996); however, evidence has suggested that emotions may have differential persuasive 
effects depending on whether they were unintentionally evoked, collateral emotions, or were the 
dominant, driving emotion of a particular appeal. For instance, anger, when evoked as an intentional 
emotion, has persuasive effects, yet when evoked unintentionally as a collateral emotion, has been 
shown to have dissuasive effects (Dillard et al., 1996). The current study, therefore, adopts the 
discrete view of emotions. Although this view has been acknowledged as the least parsimonious 
conceptualisation of emotion, others have indicated that it may be the approach necessary for 
gaining the best understanding of the persuasive effects of emotion (DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & 
Rucker, 2000; Dillard & Meijnders, 2002).  
While the discrete emotions perspective has invited, and supported the, exploration of 
numerous and varied types of emotion for their persuasive effects (see Dillard & Meijnders, 2002; 
Nabi, 2002 for a review), rather than set about devising our emotion-based messages in the absence 
of an overarching framework, the current study sought guidance from the available theoretical 
evidence. The Rossiter-Percy motivational model (Rossiter & Percy, 1997; see also Donovan & 
Henley, 2003) was identified as a framework which provided some guidance for the selection of 
appropriate, relevant emotions to couple with motivations within persuasive messages. From the 
outset, it is to be acknowledged that this study did not seek to provide a full operationalisation, nor 
empirical test, of this model; rather, the framework was considered to be one of the few available 
frameworks which provided specific guidance to aid message content design with respect to the 
types of discrete emotions which could/should be incorporated within persuasive messages.  
The Rossiter-Percy motivational model posits that, to heighten the likely effectiveness 
(persuasiveness) of an emotion-based message, the discrete emotions (or sequence of discrete 
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emotions) incorporated within a message must be credible and appropriate given either the 
overarching negative or positive motivational orientation of the message. For instance, according to 
this model, humour would be inappropriate and unlikely to be perceived as credible if it was to be 
coupled with a negative, problem avoidance motivational appeal (where a problem avoidance 
motivational appeal focuses upon the avoidance of an undesirable outcome so, for instance, a 
message where a negative outcome is shown, such as injury or death, as resulting from an 
individual’s engagement in some risky health-related behaviour). Such negative, problem avoidance 
appeals are akin to a traditional, threat-based, fear-evoking message whereby an individual is 
motivated to avoid some negative occurrence/threat. According to the motivational framework, the 
appropriate emotions to incorporate within a problem avoidance appeal are negative emotions 
including fear and anxiety as well as, ultimately, feelings of relaxation. The feelings of relaxation 
that the motivational model identifies in relation to this appeal type reflects the importance that this 
model, similar to the EPPM, places on the provision of strategies to help individuals to avoid/reduce 
a problem/threat and, thus, remove/reduce the feelings of fear. Of note, recent empirical evidence 
has supported the theoretical proposition that humour, coupled within a negative fear-based 
message incorporating serious consequences including a road crash, would be perceived as 
inappropriate and ultimately result in the message failing to persuade individuals (Lewis, Watson, 
& White, under review).  
It has been acknowledged that the motivational model does not identify an exhaustive set of 
discrete emotions (for use in persuasive appeals; Donovan & Henley, 2003) and, thus, it is likely 
that many other emotions may also be appropriate and considered credible for use in relation to the 
different motivational appeal types. However, for the purposes of this study, the framework was 
considered useful in terms of its ability to provide some guidance to aid in the development of 
appropriate and credible emotional content for a range of emotion-based messages. Table 1 
provides a summary of emotion-based messages examined within the current study and, in 
particular, how these messages map onto four motivations, two positive and two negative, and their 
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respective and accompanying (appropriate) discrete emotions as specified within the motivational 
model (see Donovan & Henley, 2003). 
___________________________________ 
Insert Table 1 about here 
___________________________________ 
Specifically, the current study examines the extent to which the EPPM may be able to 
explain the persuasive process and outcomes (both acceptance and rejection) of emotion-based 
appeals which incorporate a dominant or driving emotion other than fear. Existing evidence 
suggests, or may be extrapolated upon to suggest, that all of the key constructs of the EPPM are 
relevant to emotion-based appeals more broadly including positive emotion-based appeals. While 
notable researchers in the field have called for the need for further research into the features of 
positive emotion-based persuasion that will likely enhance message effectiveness (Dillard & Nabi, 
2006), there is some evidence suggesting that high levels of response efficacy are as important to 
positive emotion-based appeals as it is to fear-based appeals (Lewis, Watson, & White, 2008). It 
follows then, that if response efficacy is important, then message self-efficacy should also be 
important to the extent that individuals are likely to assess not only whether strategies were 
provided within a persuasive communication but also the extent that they believe themselves to be 
capable of using such strategies.  
For the threat appraisal aspect of the EPPM, as has been suggested elsewhere (see Tay, 
2011), to the extent that advertising of serious health issues, such as road safety, are likely to be 
underpinned by some type of threat, the threat appraisal component of the EPPM also remains 
relevant to emotion-based appeals more broadly. Particularly renowned for its use of physical 
threats, road safety advertising often depicts drivers and passengers being injured or killed as a 
result of a driver engaging in risky and/or illegal behaviour (Donovan & Henley, 1997; Tay 2005). 
Typically, in a graphically explicit manner, these messages portray the crash scene and victims 
(Dejong & Atkin, 1995) and, as such, the emotion of fear would represent an appropriate and 
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anticipated emotional response to messages of this nature. While road safety has relied heavily upon 
physical threats, threats may also be social, psychological, or financial in nature (Donovan & 
Henley, 1997). It is likely that some of these latter types of threats may be more appropriately 
coupled with negative emotions other than fear (e.g., shame), and even positive emotions, such as 
humour (Rossiter & Percy, 1997). The current study, based on the available theoretical and 
empirical evidence, maintains the view that these emotions, similar to fear, could function to attract 
and maintain attention so as to ensure ongoing processing of the message (Lewis, Watson, White, 
and Tay, 2007) and theoretical frameworks such as the Elaboration Likelihood Model ([ELM]; 
Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) identify roles of emotion more broadly (not just fear) in influencing 
message processing and outcomes (Petty, DeSteno, & Rucker, 2001).  
Such evidence suggests that, although the types of threats incorporated within different 
types of emotional appeals may vary in nature, the EPPM’s threat appraisal and individuals’ 
perceptions of susceptibility to, and the severity of, a particular type of threat remains relevant and 
factors likely to influence a message’s persuasiveness (Sampson et al., 2001). Further, to the extent 
that different emotions may play a role in persuasion, emotions in general and not only fear may 
function to influence message processing and outcomes (Petty et al., 2001). The evidence suggests, 
however, that any type of emotion must be considered appropriate and credible when coupled with 
other aspects of the message content such as a particular motivation (Henley & Donovan, 2002; 
Rossiter & Percy, 1997). For instance, while humour may seem a ‘safer’ emotional alternative than 
fear in the effort to minimise defensive reactions, it is important to note that humour may also lead 
to reduced processing and denial of the message if it is considered irrelevant and/or inappropriate 
(Henley & Donovan, 2002; Lewis et al., 2007; Rossiter et al., 2000). Arguably, this reasoning 
applies to all emotion-based appeals and not just those based on fear or humour. The EPPM, with 
its posited pathways of adaptive or maladaptive responding leading to message acceptance or 
rejection, respectively, represents a valid framework for explaining the persuasive successes and 
failures of emotion-based appeals more broadly.  
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Thus, with the EPPM as the explanatory framework, the current study sought to explore the 
persuasiveness of a range of emotion-based appeals. All messages addressed the same serious 
health issue, namely road safety and, in particular, all were anti-speeding messages. In Australia, 
speeding represents a major contributor to road crashes both in terms of frequency and severity 
(Keall, Povey, & Frith, 2001; Peden et al., 2004). While the physical threat of being injured/killed 
in a crash represents a common focus of many Australian anti-speeding campaigns, speeding may 
also be associated with a range of other aversive outcomes. For instance, the threat of being fined 
for speeding or an individual experiencing the loss of their peers’ respect and approval for engaging 
in the risky behaviour represent financial and social threats (Donovan & Henley, 1997). Messages 
focusing on these latter types of threats could potentially incorporate particular motivations which 
would (and would aim to) evoke emotions other than fear as the dominant emotion/s driving the 
message response (Nabi, 1999). Relative to the theoretical and empirical evidence available relating 
to fear-based persuasion, less evidence is available regarding the persuasive effects and outcomes of 
other negative emotions, such as anger (but see Desteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 
2004), with relatively less still known about the persuasive effects and outcomes of positive 
emotions (Nabi, 1999, 2002; for an exception, see Dillard & Peck, 2001). Furthermore, it has been 
suggested that in some instances where the persuasive effects of different emotions have been 
examined, such examinations have been based in contexts where the appeal was intended to be a 
fear-based appeal and, thus, the additional emotions were considered unintended emotional 
responses to the messages (Nabi, 2002; see Dillard et al., 1996 for an example).  
The current study, therefore, incorporated two negative and two positive emotion-based 
appeals which, as noted previously, were devised in consideration of available theoretical evidence 
and, in particular, the Rossiter-Percy motivational model (Donovan & Henley, 2003). Specifically, 
the negative messages included a fear-based and annoyance/agitation-based message while the 
positive emotion-based messages included a pride- and a humour-based message. Consistent with 
the EPPM, it was hypothesised that higher levels of threat and efficacy would be associated with 
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enhanced message outcomes (i.e., higher levels of message acceptance and lower levels of message 
rejection). More specifically, and extending upon the EPPM, it was expected that, irrespective of 
the emotional appeal type, main effects of threat and efficacy would emerge which would indicate 
that higher levels of both threat and efficacy would be associated with more acceptance and less 
rejection of the appeals.  
Method 
Participants  
All participants (N = 551) were holders of a current motor vehicle’s licence. The sample 
consisted of 356 females (64.6%) with an age distribution as follows: 17-24 years (40.1%), 25-34 
years (24.9%), 35-44 years (18%), 45-54 years (13.2%), 55-64 years (3.3%), and 60 years and over 
(0.5%). Participants completed the study via an on-line survey. The link to the survey was placed on 
the authors’ research centre’s homepage. Advertising of the survey to particular participant groups 
was approached in a pre-determined manner which included emails forwarded to student and staff 
lists of a large Australian university as well as staff of a multifaceted organisation involved in many 
aspects of motoring. Additionally, a link to the survey was placed on this organisation’s homepage 
to increase the likelihood that drivers would find the study. This approach was an attempt to address 
a criticism directed at health advertising-based research regarding the over-reliance on university 
student samples (see Hastings, Stead, & Webb, 2004). The timing of responses received (in 
accordance with the timing of our promotional emails and flyers) suggests that the sample includes 
a representation of both student and non-student participants. All participants were offered a ticket 
in a raffle to win one of six $AUS50 shopping vouchers. 
Design 
 The current study was based upon a between groups design in which each participant was 
exposed to only one of the four message types. Participant responses to a message were measured 
immediately after their exposure to the message, via self-report.  
Materials 
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Emotional appeals. Table 1 details the four emotional appeals used within the current study. 
The appeals consisted of two negative motivational/emotion-based appeals, one a fear-based and 
one an annoyance/agitation-based appeal and two positive motivational/emotion-based appeals, one 
a pride- and the other a humour-based appeal. In developing the content of the appeals in relation to 
the key message or theme, the authors drew upon existing theoretical evidence regarding, as well as 
their extensive knowledge of, factors and motivations underpinning speeding behaviour (e.g., 
normative influences, deterrent effect of punitive sanctions). Theoretical evidence was also drawn 
upon in relation to the development of the emotional content (and expected emotional responses) of 
the messages. The Rossiter-Percy Motivational model (see Donovan & Henley, 2003 for a review) 
has suggested that, for an emotional appeal to be regarded as credible and, thus, more likely 
effective, the emotions evoked must be appropriate with the theme of the message. For example, a 
message incorporating a physical threat of death would lack credibility and most likely be 
ineffective if it were to evoke humour (see Lewis et al., under review). The messages were 
subsequently pre-tested with focus groups of drivers. Pre-testing examined both practical issues, 
such as the clarity and understandability of the messages, as well as message- related issues of 
relevance to the current study namely: (i) perceived effectiveness, (ii) emotional responses evoked, 
and (iii) the nature and effectiveness of strategies provided. The messages were subsequently voiced 
by a professional radio journalist. The choice to use audio-recorded messages has been supported in 
the literature (e.g., Elliott, 1987) as providing the most direct test of message content given that 
other factors such as the quality of images (as with storyboards or video-based messages) are not 
present and therefore will not confound individual’s judgments of message effectiveness.  
Measures and procedure. The survey first assessed demographics, then a message was 
played. Computer-generated selection randomly assigned participants to one of the four conditions. 
Message-related responses were then assessed. All items were assessed on 7-point likert scales of 1 
[Strongly disagree] to 7 [Strongly agree] and higher scores indicated more of a construct.  
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Susceptibility. Given that two of the four messages incorporated reference to the threat of 
crashing (i.e., fear-based, pride-based) while the other two messages focused on the threat of being 
fined (i.e., annoyance/agitation-based, humour-based), the susceptibility item chosen aligned with 
the particular threat incorporated within a message. Specifically, for assessing the susceptibility of 
being fined, one item was used, “If I was to speed, it would be very likely that I would be fined”. 
For assessing the susceptibility of being involved in a crash, one of two items was used for each of 
the relevant (threat of crashing) messages; while the fear-based message focused on a driver being 
in a vehicle on their own and speeding and subsequently crashing, susceptibility was assessed via 
the following item, “How likely are you to be involved in a crash as a result of speeding?”. For the 
pride-based message, given that this message focused on passengers being subjected to the driver’s 
speed choice and potentially crashing if the driver chose to speed, susceptibility was assessed via 
the following item, “How likely are you to be involved in a crash due to another driver’s 
speeding?”. This approach is consistent with theoretical expectations in that individuals’ 
perceptions of susceptibility to a threat should always be assessed in relation to a particular threat 
(espoused in a message) as opposed to any/all possible threats associated with a particular 
behaviour/issue (see Witte, 1992, 1994). 
Severity. Similar to the susceptibility items, severity was assessed either in relation to the 
extent to which an individual perceived that, (i) being involved in a road crash, and (ii) being fined 
for speeding, were severe. Thus, a single item measure was used to assess severity for each message 
and the item used was contingent on the threat incorporated within each particular message (i.e., 
being involved in a road crash was assessed in relation to the fear-based and pride-based messages 
while the severity of being fined for speeding was assessed in relation to the annoyance/agitation-
based and humour-based messages). 
Response efficacy. A composite of three items was used to measure response efficacy. 
Participants indicated the extent to which the ad was effective in providing a strategy (or strategies) 
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and provided some useful information, as well as the extent to which they believed that adopting the 
ad’s recommendations would be effective in reducing speeding.  
Message self-efficacy. A composite of three items was used to measure message self 
efficacy. Participants indicated the extent to which they could adopt the strategy (or strategies) 
included in the ad, their capability to use the recommendations in the ad, and the extent to which 
they believed the ad provided information that they could adopt.  
Emotional responses. Appropriate emotions for particular message themes were identified 
and measured with individuals asked to report the extent to which they had experienced a particular 
emotion from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Very much). For each emotional appeal, a composite was formed 
based on the relevant emotional responses as shown in Table 1. For instance, emotional responses 
representing the most appropriate emotions (guided by the motivational model; see Donovan & 
Henley, 2003) to be evoked by the fear-based appeal consisted of fear, anxious, and relaxed. The 
groups of emotions applicable to the fear-based, annoyance/agitation, pride-based, and humour-
based messages were labelled Emotions List 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively (see Table 1).  
Message acceptance. A composite measure of adaptive intentions, similar to measures of 
message acceptance used elsewhere (e.g., Witte, 1992), was created from four items: participants 
reported the extent that they intended to obey and monitor the speed limit as well as the extent that 
they intended not to exceed the speed limit by more 10km/hr on urban and open roads/highways. 
Higher scores on this scale indicated stronger intention to not speed.  
Message rejection. Message rejection was measured by a composite of 5 items which 
assessed maladaptive responses including changing channels, leaving the room, thinking about 
something else, simply ignoring the advertisement, and watching the advertisement and thinking 
about the message it was conveying (reverse coded), if a message like the one heard was to appear 
on television. These items were adapted from elsewhere (e.g., Tay & Watson, 2002; Witte, 1992).  
Results 
Preliminary analyses 
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Coping and threat appraisals. To create overall measures of the EPPM’s threat and coping 
appraisals (Witte & Allen, 2000), for each message, a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was 
conducted based on all of the relevant items (i.e., 8 items in total for each PCA, although the 
particular susceptibility and severity items varied depending on the particular message and the 
threat it focused upon; refer to the Method for further information). Each PCA was associated with 
data that were factorable (according to KMO and Bartlett’s test) and each of the four PCAs 
confirmed the existence of two components2. These components reflected the items assessing threat 
susceptibility and severity on one component and the items assessing response efficacy and 
message self-efficacy on the other component. As such, for the threat appraisal measure, the 
relevant (for each message) susceptibility and severity item scores were added and averaged to 
retain the same scaling; while, for the coping appraisal, the response and message self-efficacy 
scales were added and averaged. The scale reliabilities indicated that the coping appraisal scales for 
the different messages demonstrated good internal consistency (alphas ranging from .85 to .89) and 
the bivariate correlations between the relevant susceptibility and severity items were all positive and 
significant (rs ranging from .21 to .28). 
Table 2 provides details of the descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations 
between all of the study’s key independent and dependent variables as a function of each message.  
___________________________________ 
Insert Table 2 about here 
___________________________________ 
As shown in Table 2 and, as expected, across all the messages, message acceptance and 
message rejection were negatively correlated, with 3 of the 4 correlations significant. The only 
correlation that was not significant was between the message outcomes of the fear-based message (p 
= .07). Also as anticipated, all of the correlations between response efficacy and message self-
efficacy (and the coping appraisal) with message acceptance were positive with all but two 
                                                            
2 The output from the PCA is available from the authors upon request.  
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correlations not significant (i.e., the correlations between message self-efficacy and coping 
appraisal with the message acceptance of the fear-based message). Further, for all of the messages, 
significant negative correlations were found between the efficacy constructs and message rejection.  
For the susceptibility and severity items (and the overall threat appraisal measure), while the 
results revealed positive correlations between these constructs and message acceptance, as would be 
expected, not all of the correlations were significant. A similar pattern emerged in relation to these 
constructs and message rejection whereby the correlations were negative (with the exception of one, 
which was r <.01 in relation to a correlation between the susceptibility measure and message 
rejection of the fear-based appeal), which is consistent with theoretical expectations; however, not 
all of the correlations were significant.  
Manipulation check 
A manipulation check was conducted to ensure that four different emotional appeals were 
being investigated. Specifically, effects coding was undertaken with k-1 coded variables created and 
subsequently entered into four separate regression analyses for each of the four dependent variables 
(i.e., Emotion Lists 1, 2, 3, and 4). The appeal type of interest was coded as “1” and labelled as “e1” 
in each respective regression (see Table 3). The findings were inspected for the extent to which the 
appeal type of interest (the “e1” condition) in each respective regression was associated with a 
significant and positive beta weight, thus, indicating that the “e1” condition had scored significantly 
higher than all other groups on the dependent variable (i.e., particular Emotions List). As Table 3 
shows, in all instances, the coded condition was associated with significantly more of its expected 
Emotions List than the other conditions (as shown by the significant, positive beta weight 
associated with the “e1” condition). As such, the manipulation was successful, indicating that each 
of the emotional appeals had elicited more of the Emotions List that it was intended to elicit and, 
thus, that four different emotion-based appeals were being investigated. 
___________________________________ 
Insert Table 3 about here 
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___________________________________ 
Differences in message outcomes of the emotional appeals: 2 x 2 ANOVAs 
 Consistent with other EPPM-based studies (e.g., Goei et al., 2010; McMahan, Witte, & 
Meyer, 1998) to enable comparisons of mean differences across low and high levels of both threat 
and efficacy, median splits were performed on the threat and efficacy measures.  Thus resulting in a 
2 (threat: low, high) x 2 (efficacy: low, high) design for each appeal type with threat and efficacy as 
the independent variables and two dependent variables being the message outcomes of message 
acceptance and rejection For brevity, the cells of the 2 x 2 will be referred to as the HT/HE, HT/LE, 
LT/HE, and LT/LE for the high threat/high efficacy, high threat/low efficacy, low threat/high 
efficacy, and low threat/low efficacy conditions, respectively. All descriptive statistics for message 
acceptance are reported in Table 4 and in Table 5 for message rejection.   
___________________________________ 
Insert Table 4 about here 
___________________________________ 
___________________________________ 
Insert Table 5 about here 
___________________________________ 
Fear-based appeal and message acceptance. The results indicated that no significant 
interaction between (F(1,139) = 2.65, p=.106, η2= .02), nor main effects of, threat (F(1,139) = 0.25, 
p=.617, η2< .01) and efficacy (F(1,139) = 3.28, p=.072, η2= .02) were found. Inspection of the 
means revealed, however, that although not significant the mean scores were all in the theoretically 
expected directions with acceptance tending towards being higher in the high threat condition (M= 
5.82, SE = 0.12) relative to the low threat condition (M= 5.68, SE = 0.26) and higher in the high 
efficacy condition (M= 6.01, SE = 0.23) relative to the low efficacy condition (M= 5.49, SE = 0.17). 
 Fear-based appeal and message rejection. A main effect for efficacy was found which 
indicated that the low efficacy condition (M= 3.83, SE = 0.18) was associated with more rejection 
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than the high efficacy condition (M= 2.64, SE = 0.25), F(1,139) = 14.59, p<.001, η2= .10. The main 
effect for threat was not significant, F(1,139) = 1.43, p=.233, η2= .01. Inspection of the means in 
relation to the low and high threat conditions revealed that, although not significantly different, the 
mean message rejection score for the low threat condition (M = 3.42, SE = 0.28) was tending 
towards being higher than the mean score for the high threat condition (M = 3.05, SE = 0.13) (i.e., 
less threat associated with more rejection). Further, while there was no significant interaction 
between threat and efficacy, an inspection of the mean scores reveals that the HT/HE was tending 
towards less rejection and the LT/LE condition more rejection (see Table 5).  
Annoyance/agitation-based appeal and message acceptance. A main effect for both threat, 
F(1,139) = 7.26, p=.008, η2= .05, and efficacy F(1,139) = 8.67, p=.004, η2= .06, was found.  These 
main effects indicated that high efficacy (M= 6.12, SE = 0.17) was associated with more message 
acceptance than low efficacy (M= 5.48, SE = 0.14) while low threat (M= 5.51, SE = 0.18) was 
associated with less message acceptance than high threat (M= 6.09, SE = 0.12). While there was no 
significant interaction between threat and efficacy, an inspection of the mean scores reveals that the 
HT/HE condition was tending towards more acceptance (M= 6.33, SE = 0.16) and the LT/LE 
condition towards less acceptance (M= 5.09, SE = 0.20) (see Table 5). 
 Annoyance/agitation-based appeal and message rejection. A main effect for efficacy was 
found which indicated that the low efficacy condition (M= 4.10, SE = 0.14) was associated with 
more rejection than the high efficacy condition (M= 3.21, SE = 0.18), F(1,141) = 14.75, p<.001, η2= 
.10. The main effect for threat was not significant, F(1,141) = 2.07, p=.153, η2= .01. While there 
was no significant interaction between threat and efficacy, F(1,141) = 0.40, p=.530, η2< .01, an 
inspection of the mean scores reveals that the HT/HE and the LT/HE condition had similar mean 
rejection scores (M = 3.12, SE = 0.17 and M = 3.31, SE = 0.32, respectively) and that these scores 
were tending towards being lower (i.e., less rejection) than the LT/LE condition (M = 4.32, SE = 
0.21) (see Table 5). 
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Pride-based appeal and message acceptance. A main effect for both threat, F(1,121) = 
10.28, p=.002, η2= .08, and efficacy, F(1,121) = 10.13, p =.002, η2= .08, was found. The main 
effects indicated that high efficacy (M= 6.15, SE = 0.15) was associated with more message 
acceptance than low efficacy (M= 5.49, SE = 0.15) while low threat (M= 5.50, SE = 0.16) was 
associated with less message acceptance than high threat (M= 6.16, SE = 0.14). In addition, 
however, there was also a significant interaction between threat and efficacy, F(1,121) = 5.21, 
p=.024, η2= .04. Pairwise comparisons revealed that the LT/LE condition had significantly less 
acceptance than the LT/HE condition and inspection of the means (see Table 4) indicate that the 
LT/LE condition’s mean was lower than the mean acceptance score of all other conditions, although 
no other differences were statistically significant. The inspection of the means also showed that the 
HT/HE was associated with the highest mean acceptance score, albeit not significantly different to 
the other conditions.  
Pride-based appeal and message rejection. A main effect for efficacy was found, F(1,122) 
= 19.92, p<.001, η2= .14 which indicated that the high efficacy condition (M= 2.68, SE = 0.16) was 
associated with less message rejection than the low efficacy condition (M= 3.71, SE = 0.16). In 
relation to threat, while a significant main effect for threat was not found (F(1,122) = 0.13, p=.721, 
η2< .01), inspection of the means showed that the mean message rejection scores of the low threat 
condition (M= 3.23, SE = 0.17) were tending towards being higher (i.e., tending towards more 
rejection) than the high threat condition (M= 3.15, SE = 0.15).  The significant main effect of 
efficacy was clarified, however, with a significant interaction between threat and efficacy, F(1,121) 
= 4.16, p=.044, η2= .03, and pairwise comparisons revealed that the LT/LE condition was 
associated with significantly more rejection than the LT/HE condition. Although not significantly 
different, inspection of the condition means (in Table 5) shows that the mean rejection score of the 
LT/LE condition was higher than all other conditions. 
Humour-based appeal and message acceptance. A main effect for both threat, F(1,131) = 
7.70, p=.006, η2= .06, and efficacy, F(1,131) = 4.44, p.= 037, η2= .03, was found.  The main effects 
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indicated that high efficacy (M= 6.05, SE = 0.16) was associated with more message acceptance 
than low efficacy (M= 5.59, SE = 0.15) while low threat (M= 5.52, SE = 0.17) was associated with 
less message acceptance than high threat (M= 6.12, SE = 0.14).There was no significant interaction 
between threat and efficacy, F(1,131) = 0.29, p=.589, η2< .01, an inspection of the mean scores 
reveals that the HT/HE was tending towards more acceptance and the LT/LE condition, less 
acceptance (see Table 4). 
Humour-based appeal and message rejection. A main effect for efficacy was found, 
F(1,133) = 23.01, p<.001, η2= .15 which indicated that the high efficacy condition (M= 3.14, SE = 
0.20) was associated with less message rejection than the low efficacy condition (M= 4.40, SE = 
0.17). In relation to threat, while a significant main effect for threat was not found (F(1,133) = 1.91, 
p=.169, η2= .01), inspection of the means showed that the mean message rejection scores of the low 
threat condition (M= 3.95, SE = 0.21) were tending towards being higher (i.e., tending towards 
more rejection) than the high threat condition (M= 3.58, SE = 0.16). There was no significant 
interaction between threat and efficacy, F(1,133) = 1.50, p=.223, η2=.01, however, an inspection of 
the mean scores reveals that the HT/HE was tending towards less rejection and the LT/LE condition 
tending towards more rejection (see Table 5). 
Discussion 
 The current study sought to provide empirical support for the extension of the explanatory 
utility of the EPPM (Witte, 1992) beyond fear-based persuasion to emotion-based appeals more 
broadly in the health communication context. To the extent that health advertising messages 
addressing serious health issues, of which road safety and the risky driver behaviour of speeding 
represents a notable example, are unlikely to avoid any/all reference to a threat of some kind with 
persuasive messaging aimed at reducing/preventing the behaviour (Tay, 2011), the EPPM was 
considered an appropriate framework to explain the persuasive processes and outcomes of a range 
of emotion-based anti-speeding messages. Overall, the findings provided support for the study’s 
hypotheses and thus, supported the extended utility of the EPPM model in the broader emotion-
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based health advertising context (for serious health topics). The findings revealed numerous 
significant main effects of both threat and efficacy in relation to both message acceptance and 
message rejection as well some significant interaction effects. The pattern of findings across appeal 
types revealed that higher levels of both threat and efficacy were associated with more persuasion in 
terms of maximising acceptance and minimising rejection (see Witte & Allen, 2000). While the 
current findings may offer support for other theories of fear-based persuasion, such as Subjective 
Expected Utility (SEU) models including Rogers’ (1975, 1983) Protection Motivation Theory 
(PMT) and Sutton’s (1982) SEU model (see Witte & Allen, 2000), arguably, the current study’s 
approach, with a focus on the role of (different) emotion together with the demonstration of 
consistent findings in relation to message acceptance and rejection both within and across appeal 
types, the findings offer particular support for the EPPM framework.  
The implications of such findings are significant to the extent that, beyond the theoretical 
evidence available in relation to fear-based persuasion, relatively limited advancement has been 
made in explaining the persuasive processes and outcomes of non-fear-based persuasion or, more 
appropriately, emotion-based persuasion more broadly (Nabi, 2002, 2010). This omission applies 
particularly to theoretical evidence in relation to positive emotion-based persuasion (Nabi, 2002, 
2010). Given that evidence has suggested that emotions may have differential persuasive effects 
depending on whether they were unintentionally evoked, collateral emotions, or were the dominant, 
driving emotion of a particular appeal (Dillard et al., 1996), the discrete view of emotions was 
adopted herein. The findings provide further support for this view as a valid conceptualisation for 
future emotion-based persuasion research. Although it has been referred to as the least parsimonious 
conceptualisation of emotion, it may be the approach necessary to gain the most comprehensive 
understanding of the persuasive effects of emotion (DeSteno et al., 2000; Dillard & Meijnders, 
2002). In adopting this view, however, there is need for further empirical and theoretical work for 
understanding the persuasive processes and outcomes of different types of emotions.  
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The current study identifies the EPPM as a valid framework for guiding the development 
and evaluation of the effects of emotion-based health messages. Specifically, the EPPM reminds 
health advertising researchers and practitioners of the importance of the threat and coping appraisals 
(and the constructs of susceptibility, severity, response efficacy, and message self efficacy which 
comprise these appraisals) for message content as well as the need to consider message outcomes in 
terms of both message acceptance and rejection. Consistent with expectations, negative correlations 
were found between message acceptance and rejection for all four of the messages investigated; 
however, it is noted that, for one of the messages, the fear-based message, the negative correlation 
did not obtain significance (p = .07). Given that only one example of each emotion-based appeal 
was investigated within the study, any conclusions drawn must be based on an acknowledgement 
that our findings are subject to potential idiosyncratic features of the particular messages. While 
previous research has tended to focus on message acceptance at the relative exclusion of message 
rejection, despite theoretical and empirical support for including provision for both outcomes (Tay 
& Watson, 2002; Witte, 1992) the current findings do further highlight the need to consider both 
outcomes when interpreting the persuasive effects of an appeal.  
Message outcomes and the different emotion-based appeals 
 Message acceptance. In relation to message acceptance, the results indicated that, for all of 
the emotion-based appeals considered in the current study (i.e., annoyance/agitation appeal, pride-
based appeal, and humour-based appeal), with the exception of the fear-based appeal, all other 
appeals were associated with significant main effects for both threat and efficacy. Consistently 
across the appeals, these main effects indicated that higher levels of threat and efficacy were each 
associated with higher levels of acceptance. In addition, a significant interaction was found in 
relation to the pride-based appeal which supported the deleterious effect that the combination of low 
levels of both efficacy and threat have (i.e., LT/LE associated with significantly less rejection than 
its LT/HE). For the other two appeals, the humour-based and annoyance/agitation appeals, while a 
significant threat x efficacy interaction was not found, inspection of the mean scores indicated that 
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the HT/HE condition was tending towards more acceptance, the LT/LE condition tending towards 
less, and the mean acceptance scores of the other two conditions (HT/LE and LT/HE) being 
approximately equal and between the scores of the HT/HE and LT/LE conditions. This pattern of 
findings, albeit not significant, does provide support for the additive effects model of the role of 
threat and efficacy. This model suggests that higher levels of both threat and efficacy, and their 
various combinations, are associated with more persuasiveness such that the high-high combination 
is more persuasive than the low-high combinations which, in turn, are more persuasive than the 
low-low combination (see Witte & Allen, 2000, p. 600).  
In relation to the fear-based appeal, somewhat surprisingly, no significant effects were found 
in relation to the outcome of message acceptance. Inspection of the means, however, did reveal that 
the direction of the differences were all consistent with theoretical expectations in that acceptance 
scores were tending towards being higher in the high threat condition relative to the low threat 
condition and higher in the high efficacy condition relative to the low efficacy condition. In 
recognising that the absence of significant effects renders it neither appropriate nor meaningful to 
dedicate too much focus towards understanding the mean scores and direction of effects, it is 
perhaps sufficient to say that the overall pattern of results in relation to the fear-based appeal and 
message acceptance was at least not inconsistent with expectations. Before offering explanations as 
to why the fear-based message appeared not to be associated with significant findings whereas all of 
its other emotion-based message counterparts were, the EPPM reminds advertising designers and 
practitioners that, in order to under more comprehensively the persuasive effects of a particular 
message, the outcome of message rejection also needs to be considered.  
 Message rejection. In relation to the fear-based appeal, the findings indicated that only the 
main effect of efficacy was significant and the mean scores suggested that, as theoretically 
expected, the lower efficacy condition was associated with more message rejection. While the main 
effect of threat was not significant, the mean scores were in the expected direction with the high 
threat condition associated with less rejection. When considering these findings with those found in 
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relation to the acceptance of this message, overall it appears as though the EPPM’s constructs 
appear to be functioning in a theoretically-expected manner whereby high levels of efficacy 
function to significantly reduce rejection (and tend towards increasing acceptance, albeit not 
significantly in the current findings) while high levels of threat (in the absence of significant 
findings) tend towards both reducing rejection while maximising acceptance. Indeed, although not 
statistically significant, inspection of the condition means revealed that the HT/HE condition was 
tending towards the lowest level of rejection overall. Collectively, such findings provide some 
support for the fact that the constructs of threat and efficacy are important determinants of message 
outcomes, as posited by the EPPM (Witte, 1992).  
 In relation to message rejection of the other emotion-based appeals, all appeals were 
associated with a significant main effect for efficacy. Consistent with expectations, conditions of 
low efficacy were associated with more rejection than conditions of high efficacy. While not 
significant, the mean scores for the threat construct for the annoyance/agitation-, pride-, and 
humour-based appeals were all in the expected direction with the lower threat condition associated 
with more rejection than the higher threat condition. Further, the interaction between threat and 
efficacy was significant in relation to the message rejection of the pride-based appeal with pairwise 
comparisons revealing once again the deleterious effects of persuasion when both efficacy and 
threat is low and the overall pattern of mean scores differences (albeit not all significantly different) 
providing support for the predictions of the EPPM. Although significant threat x efficacy 
interactions were not found in relation to either of the two other remaining appeals, the 
annoyance/agitation-based or humour-based appeals, the trends in the mean scores of the HT/HE, 
HT/LE, LT/HE, LT/LE conditions paralleled the acceptance findings relating to these appeals in 
that the HT/HE condition was associated with the least rejection while the LT/LE was associated 
with the most (and with the low-high combination conditions between the two extremes).  
 In summary, the current study’s findings, based upon a range of emotion-based health 
messages all addressing the same serious health issue of speeding, provided support for, and 
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extension to, the extant literature regarding the explanatory utility of the EPPM framework. This 
contribution is important particularly in light of the limited theoretical development that exists in 
relation to emotional appeals based on emotions other than fear and especially in relation to positive 
emotion-based appeals (Nabi, 2002). The current findings demonstrate consistency in the findings 
both within (in terms of the findings for both message acceptance and rejection of the particular 
appeals) as well as across the different emotional appeals. As such, the findings attest to the 
importance of ensuring that an emotion-based message, irrespective of the type of emotional appeal, 
(i) incorporates a threat that is relevant and severe as well as strategies that are useful and usable, as 
perceived by individuals of the target audience, and (ii) is evaluated for its persuasive effects in 
terms of both message acceptance and rejection.  
 There is much evidence supporting the need to identify the individuals that a message is 
intending to persuade and to devise a message that targets their salient motivations and beliefs 
(Horvath, Lewis, & Watson, 2011). In regards to types of threats, evidence based upon health 
messages broadly and road safety messages more specifically has shown that males and females are 
not persuaded by the same threats (Goldenbeld, Houwig, & Twisk, 2009; Lewis, Watson, & Tay, 
2007). Males may be relatively less influenced by physical threats than females (Lewis et al., 2007) 
but more persuaded by a message depicting a social threat regarding the implications of their 
licence loss on their freedom (Rotfeld, 1999).  
 Such evidence highlights that the notion of ‘one-size-fits-all’ does not apply in relation to 
emotion-based health messages and it is, therefore, necessary to have a sound understanding of who 
the target audience is and the persuasive approaches which are likely to be effective for such an 
audience (Quinn, Meenaghan, & Brannick, 1992). There is no one-sure-fire emotional appeal type 
that will ensure heightened acceptance and reduced rejection; rather, all emotion-based appeals 
require thorough pre-testing with members of the intended audience to ensure that the message is 
functioning as intended and not eliciting any unintended effects (Ben-Ari, Florian, & Mikulincer, 
2000; Donovan, Henley, Jalleh, & Slater, 1995). 
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Strengths, limitations, and future research directions 
 The current study comprised the strengths of developing a range of purposefully designed 
emotion-based health messages and which were presented to participants as audio-based messages 
to minimise the extent to which other factors beyond the content of the message was influencing 
message outcomes (Elliott, 1987). Given that a message and its emotional effects are not 
isomorphic (Dillard & Meijnders, 2002) and while there should be some correspondence between 
the structure and content of an emotional message and the emotions it subsequently evokes (Flora & 
Maibach, 1990), it is important to acknowledge that it is the individual’s subjective experience of 
emotion which determines the emotionality of a message (Dillard & Meijnders, 2002). This issue 
highlights the importance of assessing participants’ emotional responses through the means of 
manipulation checks rather than rely upon a priori assumptions of a message’s content (see Dillard 
et al., 1996; Eveland & McLeod, 1999). A manipulation check was conducted in this study even 
though previous studies have not always conducted such checks; rather they have relied upon a 
priori assumptions about a message’s content (Eveland & McLeod, 1999; Hastings et al., 2004).  
Despite the manipulation check and its findings in providing support for the four messages 
representing different types of emotion-based appeals, a challenge associated with interpreting the 
study’s findings relates to the fact that the messages did manipulate other features within the 
message, other than emotional content, including, for instance, whether safe or unsafe behaviour 
was modelled. Experimental research requires carefully matched stimuli which vary only in terms 
of the manipulated independent variable/s to heighten a study’s internal validity. Although it is 
acknowledged that aspects beyond just the emotional content of the messages varied (e.g., 
behaviour modelled), it is important to reiterate that the selection of messages (and their respective 
content) was based upon careful consideration of the available theoretical and empirical evidence in 
regards to the use of appropriate emotions to couple with particular overarching message 
motivations/appeal types. The Rossiter-Percy motivational model (Rossiter & Percy, 1997) 
highlights why it is not possible to hold constant all other aspects of a message’s content and only 
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change the nature of the dominant, driving emotion of the message. Specifically, this model 
identifies that discrete emotions (and sequences of emotions) must be appropriate to the overarching 
negative or positive motivation of a message or else it is likely that the message will lack 
credibility, be perceived as inappropriate and, ultimately, fail to persuade. For instance, the 
motivational model would suggest that it is not appropriate, nor likely to be effective, to couple 
humour within a message that details a driver engaging in unsafe (negative) behaviour and which 
results in an aversive negative consequence, such as a crash. Recent empirical evidence suggests 
that to do so, would likely elicit defensive and avoidance reactions to such messages (Lewis et al., 
under review). It is likely that much overlap exists between a message’s dominant emotions and 
aspects such as the nature of the behaviour and consequences modelled in that, for instance, an 
individual may be more likely to experience positive emotions in relation to messages depicting 
positive behaviours and the associated rewards for such behaviours (Lewis et al., 2007). 
In addition, only one message for each particular emotional appeal type was used. It is 
possible that the effects found were contingent on idiosyncratic feature/s of the particular messages 
used. While manipulation checks were conducted, future research is needed to build a greater body 
of evidence in relation to positive emotion-based appeals. Also, the psychometric challenges 
associated with reliance upon single item measures, as in the case of the study’s severity and 
susceptibility measures, are acknowledged. Indeed, the use of such measures may in part explain 
why the threat construct was not consistently identified with significant findings even though the 
direction of the effects was always in the expected direction. It would be advisable for future 
research to operationalise severity and susceptibility in accordance with the particular threat 
identified in a message (as this and other studies have done); however, to also ensure the measures 
used are based on a scale comprising multiple items.    
Finally, although this study has provided an important preliminary investigation of the 
extent to which the EPPM framework may help explain the persuasive process and outcomes of 
emotion-based appeals addressing serious health topics, it is acknowledged that the study adopted 
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the view that any/all emotion functioned to ensure ongoing processing of the messages. As such, an 
important extension on the current study would be to explore how different emotions function to 
ensure ongoing processing of, and engagement with, a persuasive message. For instance, it would 
be informative to establish if a humorous message and experiencing feelings of being amused 
function to ensure ongoing processing because an individual is motivated to prolong the experience 
of such a positive experience/affective response. This persuasive function of positive affect has long 
been suggested and draws upon classical conditioning (e.g., Zanna, Kiesler, & Pilkonis, 1970).  
Concluding Remarks  
 In the 20 years since its inception, the EPPM has been shown to be a valid framework for 
understanding why fear-based persuasion may succeed or fail (Witte, 1992; Witte & Allen, 2000). 
The current findings suggest that those charged with designing and/or evaluating health advertising 
messages addressing serious health issues may have confidence in the framework’s utility for 
explaining the persuasive process and outcomes of not only fear-based persuasion but of emotion-
based persuasion more broadly including appeals to positive emotions, such as pride and humour. 
The appropriateness of the type of threat and associated emotion requires careful consideration and, 
as with any well-designed message, thorough pre-testing with those for whom the message is 
intending to persuade. The current findings suggest that health advertising practitioners and 
researchers may broaden the array of potentially persuasive tactics in terms of the type of emotional 
appeals they may implement to engage and reach their intended audience. The current findings, 
based within the EPPM, provide important reminders that, irrespective of the emotional appeal type, 
when addressing a serious health issue, a message must ensure that the target audience identifies the 
threat as relevant and severe and perceives that there are strategies that they can use to reduce/avoid 
the threat. Furthermore, that there must be consideration of the fact that message rejection and 
acceptance are two likely, competing responses influencing a message’s persuasiveness. 
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Table 1  
Brief descriptions of the emotional-based audio-recorded appeals tested within the current study  
.  
Motivation/appeal type a
Emotional appeal 
type 
 
Brief description 
 
Expected 
emotional 
responses  
 
n 
(gender) 
 
Age (in 
years): 
Mean 
(SD) 
Negative/Problem 
avoidance 
1. Fear-based 
A young male is explained to be driving and exceeding the 
posted speed limit. It is said that he hits a pedestrian who is 
described as being lifeless and covered in blood. The driver 
realises it is his friend. 
Fear, anxious, 
relaxed  
(Emotion List 
1) 
143 
(female = 
99;  
male= 
44) 
30.81 
(11.44)b 
Negative/Problem removal 
2. Annoyance/ 
agitation-based  
A young male and female are described as walking hurriedly 
towards a parked car. Getting in the car, the male driver, 
sounding annoyed, expresses to his female passenger that 
there is no way that they can make it on time. He says that 
he may make time up on the road but his female passenger 
tells him that it’s his points and money if he is caught 
speeding. The young male opts to make a phone call 
advising that they will be a little late.  
Annoyed, 
agitated 
(Emotion List 
2) 
145 
(female = 
56; male 
= 88) b 
32.93 
(11.89) 
Positive/Social approval 
3. Pride-based 
A young male is said to be driving with a female and male 
passenger. The male passenger is ridiculing, in a 
lighthearted manner, the driver for not speeding. When 
arriving back home, the female passenger kisses the driver 
for his opting to drive safely despite the ridiculing from his 
fellow male passenger. 
Proud, 
flattered 
(Emotion List 
3)  
126 
(female = 
86;  
male= 
40) 
31.37 
(12.15) 
Positive/Intellectual 
Mastery 
4. Humour-based 
A crash dummy is said to be driving and not speeding. As 
the crash dummy is said to approach a speed camera, a 
young male driver is described as speeding passed and the 
speed camera flashes. The dummy is then said to pass the 
speed camera a moment later without incident and smiling. 
The message ends with asking, “So who is the real 
dummy?”. 
Competent, 
exciting, 
amusing 
(Emotion List 
4)  
137 
(female = 
83;  
male= 
53) b 
29.79 
(10.43) b 
a Motivation type (either negative or positive) and appeal type as adapted from the motivational model (Rossiter & Percy, 1997; see Donovan & 
Henley, 2003 for a review). b One participant did not specify. 
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Table 2 
Descriptive statistics, correlations, and scale reliabilities of the study’s key independent and dependent variables for each message. 
Fear-based  
(n = 143) 
M SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1.Message acceptance 5.75 1.29 .86 -.12 
 
- .15 - - .19* .04 .10 .21* .16 
2. Message rejection 3.22 1.51  .84 - > .01 - - -.11 -.07 -.43** -.49** -.49** 
3. Susceptibility (fine) - -   -  - - - - - - - 
4. Susceptibility (crash – self driving) 3.52 1.47    ‡ - - .22** .34** -.12 -.11 -.12 
5. Susceptibility (crash – other 
driver) 
- -     - - - - - - - 
6. Severity (fine) - -      - - - - - - 
7. Severity (crash) 6.19 1.21       ‡ .49** .04 -.05 -.08 
8. Threat appraisal a 4.14 0.76        .22**† .07 .06 .06 
9. Self-efficacy 4.20 1.56         .83 .74** .94** 
10. Response efficacy 3.85 1.41          .73 .93** 
11. Coping Appraisal b 4.02 1.39           .87 
              
Annoyance/agitation-based 
(n = 145) 
M SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1.Message acceptance 5.86 1.25 .82 -.24** .29** - - .25** - .33** .37** .36** .40** 
2. Message rejection 3.64 1.32  .79 -.18** - - -.15 - -.20* -.41** -.44** -.46** 
3. Susceptibility (fine) 3.82 1.64   ‡ - - .28** - .75** .36** .28** .34** 
4. Susceptibility (crash – self driving) - -    - - - - - - - - 
5. Susceptibility (crash – other 
driver) 
- -     - - - - - - - 
6. Severity (fine) 4.63 2.00      ‡ - .84** .34** .18* .28** 
7. Severity (crash) - -       - - - - - 
8. Threat appraisal a 4.23 1.46        .28**† .43** .28** .39** 
9. Self-efficacy 4.91 1.53         .83 .70** .92** 
10. Response efficacy 4.83 1.50          .87 .92** 
11. Coping Appraisal b 4.87 1.40           .89 
              
Pride-based 
(n = 126)  
M SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1.Message acceptance 5.86 1.25 .87 -.15* - - .10 - .38** .30** .26** .27** .29** 
2. Message rejection 3.18 1.37  .86 - - -.03 - -.11 -.08 -.30** -.41** -.38** 
3. Susceptibility (fine) - -   ‡  - - - - - - - 
4. Susceptibility (crash – self driving) - -    - - - - - - - - 
5. Susceptibility (crash – other 
driver) 
4.54 1.35     - - .21** .79** -.04 -.04 -.04 
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6. Severity (fine) - -     - - - - - - - 
7. Severity (crash) 6.19 1.31       ‡ .77** .16* .27** .23** 
8. Threat appraisal a 5.36 1.03        .21**† .08 .15* .12 
9. Self-efficacy 4.39 1.41         .81 .69** .93** 
10. Response efficacy 4.36 1.21          .68 .91** 
11. Coping Appraisal b 4.38 1.20           .85 
              
Humour-based 
(n = 137) 
M SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1.Message acceptance 5.87 1.24 .83 -.23** .28** - - .31** - .37** .33** .29** .33** 
2. Message rejection 3.68 1.60  .87 -.26** - - -.22** - -.30** -.49** -.54** -.55** 
3. Susceptibility (fine) 3.74 1.69   ‡ - - .27** - .78** .27** .34** .32** 
4. Susceptibility (crash – self driving) - -    - - - - - - - - 
5. Susceptibility (crash – other 
driver) 
- -     - - - - - - - 
6. Severity (fine) 4.65 1.84      ‡ - .82** .20** .30** .26** 
7. Severity (crash) - -       - - - - - 
8. Threat appraisal a 4.14 0.76        .27**† .29** .40** .36** 
9. Self-efficacy 3.91 1.56         .82 .79**. .95** 
10. Response efficacy 3.63 1.52          .81 .94** 
11. Coping Appraisal b 3.77 1.46           .90 
Notes: *p <. 05; **p < .01 based on one-tail tests.  
Reliabilities based on cronbach alpha shown on the diagonal. †denotes a two item measure and therefore reliability provided via a bivariate correlation 
while ‡ denotes a 1 item measure.  
a comprised of relevant susceptibility and severity items. 
b comprised of response efficacy and message self efficacy scales. 
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Table 3  
Manipulation check findings based on effects coding 
Appeal number and 
type (the “e1” 
condition) 
 
Dependent 
variable1 
Means (SD) presented 
in order of appeal type 
/number shown in 
Column 12 
Overall test significance,  
and beta weights3 
1. Fear Emotions 
List 1 
1 = 2.91 (1.10), 2= 2.27 
(1.03), 3 = 2.57 (0.90), 
4 = 2.27 (1.00) 
F(3,542)= 12.93, p <.001 
e1: β = .28, p <.001 
e2: β =-.12, p=.044 
e3: β =.04, p=.432 
2. Annoyance/ 
agitation 
Emotions 
List 2 
1= 2.58 (1.14), 2= 2.73 
(1.16), 3 = 2.62 (1.03),  
4 = 2.62 (1.30) 
F(3,541)= 7.51, p <.001 
e1: β = .13, p =.014 
e2: β =.10, p=.068 
e3: β =-.01, p=.903 
3. Pride Emotions 
List 3 
1 = 1.34 (0.69), 2 = 
2.00 (1.20), 3 = 3.23 
(1.48), 4 = 2.24 (1.36) 
F(3,544)= 56.15 
e1: β = .52, p<.001 
e2: β =-.09, p=.102 
e3: β =.02, p=.692 
4. Humour Emotions 
List 4 
1 = 1.84 (0.80), 2 = 
2.29 (1.17), 3 = 2.98 
(1.19), 4 = 3.08 (1.38) 
F(3,537)= 34.89, p<.001 
e1: β = .29, p <.001 
e2: β =-.39, p<.001 
e3: β =-.14, p=.003 
1See Table 1 for full list of Emotions Lists. 2 Responses to each of the Emotions List as a function 
of the particular appeal type condition (i.e., 1 = fear, 2 = annoyance/agitation, 3 = pride, and 4 = 
humour) that an individual had been assigned to in the between groups design. Bolded descriptives 
are for those Emotions List scores provided by participants who had been assigned to the particular 
appeal with which the given Emotions List corresponded. 3The beta weight associated with the 
coded condition (assigned “1” in effects coding and labelled as “e1” in the table) is shown in bold. 
 
Table 4 
Mean (standard deviation) message acceptance scores by appeal type, level of threat, and efficacy 
 Threat/Efficacy Conditions 
LT/LE LT/HE HT/LE HT/HE 
Appeal type 
Fear 
 
5.18 (1.31) 
n=19 
6.17 (0.98) 
n=9 
5.79 (1.19) 
n=65 
5.85 (1.42) 
n=50 
Annoyance/agitation 
 
5.09 (1.51) 
n=35 
5.92(1.12) 
n=15 
5.86 (1.25) 
n=38 
6.33 (0.82) 
n=55 
Pride 
 
4.92 (1.19) 
n=28 
6.06(1.08) 
n=26 
6.06 (1.11) 
n=32 
6.25 (1.20) 
n=39) 
Humour 
 
5.22 (1.42) 
n=35 
5.81(1.16) 
n=18 
5.96 (1.31) 
n=31 
6.29 (0.90) 
n=51 
LT/LE = Low threat/low efficacy condition; LT/HE = Low threat/high efficacy condition; HT/LE = 
High threat/low efficacy condition; and HT/HE = High threat/High efficacy condition.  
Table 5 
Mean (standard deviation) message rejection scores by appeal type, level of threat, and efficacy 
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 Threat/Efficacy Conditions 
LT/LE LT/HE HT/LE HT/HE 
Appeal type 
Fear 
 
4.06 (1.46) 
n=19 
2.78 (1.41) 
n=9 
3.60 (1.47) 
n=65 
2.50 (1.28) 
n=50 
Annoyance/agitation 
 
4.34 (1.22) 
n=36 
3.31 (1.20) 
n=15 
3.86 (1.35) 
n=39 
3.12 (1.19) 
n=55 
Pride 
 
3.98 (1.14) 
n=28 
2.48 (1.01) 
n=26 
3.43 (1.58) 
n=33 
2.87 (1.25) 
n=39 
Humour 
 
4.42 (1.55) 
n=36 
3.48 (1.60) 
n=18 
4.38 (1.61) 
n=32 
2.79 (1.15) 
n=51 
LT/LE = Low threat/low efficacy condition; LT/HE = Low threat/high efficacy condition; HT/LE = 
High threat/low efficacy condition; and HT/HE = High threat/High efficacy condition.  
 
